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PER CURIAM:

Joshua Ray Neale appeals the 23-month sentence i1mposed
following the revocation of his supervised release term. On
appeal, Neale contends that his sentence was plainly
unreasonable because 1t was ordered to run consecutively to his
state sentence. Finding no error, we affirm.

“A district court has broad discretion when 1iImposing a
sentence upon revocation of supervised release.” United

States v. Webb, 738 F.3d 638, 640 (4th Cir. 2013). We will

affirm a revocation sentence that 1is within the prescribed

statutory range and not plainly unreasonable. United States v.

Crudup, 461 F.3d 433, 439-40 (4th Cir. 2006). We first consider
whether the  sentence is procedurally or  substantively
unreasonable, employing the same general considerations applied

during review of original sentences. Id. at 438. In this

nitial inquiry, we “take[] a more deferential appellate posture
concerning issues of fact and the exercise of discretion than
reasonableness review for guidelines sentences.” United

States v. Moulden, 478 F.3d 652, 656 (4th Cir. 2007) (internal

quotation marks omitted). |If we find the sentence unreasonable,
we must then determine whether it is “plainly” so. 1d. at 657.

A supervised release revocation sentence is procedurally
reasonable i1f the district court considered the Sentencing

Guidelines” Chapter Seven advisory policy statements and the 18
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U.S.C. § 3553(a) (2012) factors applicable to the supervised
release revocation context, see 18 U.S.C. § 3583(e) (2012);
Crudup, 461 F.3d at 439, and provided sufficient explanation for

the sentence 1imposed, see United States v. Thompson, 595 F.3d

544, 547 (4th Cir. 2010). A revocation sentence IS
substantively reasonable if the district court stated a proper
basis for concluding the defendant should receive the sentence
imposed. Crudup, 461 F.3d at 440.

On appeal, Neale asserts that his sentence is plainly
unreasonable because the court ordered that 1t be served
consecutively to his state court sentence. We find this
argument unpersuasive. Upon our review, we find the district
court’s decision to order a consecutive revocation sentence to

be reasonable. See USSG § 7B1.3(f), p-s-; United States V.

Johnson, 640 F.3d 195, 208 (6th Cir. 2011). To the extent that
Neale otherwise challenges the procedural and substantive
reasonableness of his sentence, we find such contention to be
lacking in merit. The court considered the Chapter Seven policy
statements and the proper factors under 8 3553(a), tailored the
factors to Neale’s individual circumstances, and more than
adequately explained its proper basis for the sentence.
Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s judgment. We

dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal



contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

this court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



